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ABSTRACT 
 
This study examines the partial mediating effect of employee engagement on the 
relationship between perceptions of the physical work environment and the three 
employee outcomes of performance, well-being, and organizational commitment. The 
theoretical framework of this study was Person – Environment Fit and the Job Demands – 
Resources Model. A total of 169 office workers from three diverse organizations 
participated in the study. Data was analyzed using Partial Least Squares - Structural 
Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The results showed perceptions of the physical work 
environment has a positive effect on employee engagement, employee performance, 
employee well-being, and organizational commitment, and that employee engagement 
partially mediates the relationship. Contributions to the current body of knowledge 
includes an extension of the Person – Environment Fit Theory, an extension of the Job 
Demands – Resources Model, and the relationship between perceptions of the physical 
work environment and employee engagement. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
There is tremendous pressure for organizations to survive and compete in today’s fast-
paced, constantly-changing, complex workplace. Two of the largest operational 
expenditures, people and facilities, have received considerable attention over the past few 
years, and organizations are interested in what they can do, in these two areas, to increase 
organizational effectiveness. More than ever before, “organizations need their employees 
to be energetic, dedicated, and fully engaged in their work because the quality of human 
resources is of vital importance to the success of organizations” (Lu et al., 2014). This 
study will examine how perceptions of the physical work environment can influence 
employee  outcomes, such as employee performance, well-being, and commitment, and 
how levels of engagement partially mediate this relationship. We pursue this research 
objective by reporting the results of a study of employee perceptions of the physical work 
environment and the level of employee engagement at three diverse organizations. This 
study makes several specific contributions to the existing body of research. First, this is 
the first study to examine the link between the physical work environment and employee 
engagement. Second, we propose and test the hypothesis that employee engagement 
plays a key role in explaining the impact perceptions of the physical work environment 
has on employee outcomes. This study also extends the Person – Environment Fit Theory 
and the Job Demands – Resources Model to include the physical work environment. 
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1.1 The Physical Work Environment 
Few decisions made by companies today are as expensive, highly visible, and 
long-term, as decisions made about the facilities and physical work environment 
(Kupritz, 2006). According to a recent industry report, corporate real estate is often the 
second largest expense on the income statements for most companies (CBRE, 2013). It is 
important, therefore, for organizations to maximize their return on this important 
investment. Workplace design can enhance or help transform the existing organization, 
and can add value by providing support for the people that work there, the nature of their 
work, and level of performance (Mitchell-Ketzes, 2003). Brill (1992) conducted a 15-
year, nationwide research project that suggests a work environment designed appropriate 
to the work can have very positive results. The office environment consists of a number 
of design features that affect work processes including physical enclosures, spatial layout, 
furniture, flexibility, ergonomic design, lighting, temperature and air quality, floor area, 
acoustical privacy, visual privacy, display, appearance, and windows (Hillsman & 
Kupritz, 2010). Brill estimates that the economic benefit of effective workplace design 
could be as high as 15% of each worker’s salary annually (p. 51). Brill also concluded 
that a non-supportive physical environment can have negative effects on an organization. 
For example, Jahncke et al. (2011) published a study regarding the impact of open-plan 
office environments on employee health and well-being. Results showed that noise levels 
in open office environments can have negative ‘cognitive, emotional, and physiological 
effects’ on employees and can impact their well-being. 
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1.2  Person-Environment Fit Theory 
The central theme of Person – Environment Fit Theory is that a good fit between the 
individual and environment is necessary to avoid psychological, physiological, and 
behavioral strains (Miles & Perrewe, 2011). According to Caplan (1987), both the 
employee and the organization have a vested interest in how well the person and the 
environment of the organization fit one another. According to Macey & Schneider 
(2008), when the goals of the individual and the organization are aligned, the level of 
employee engagement will be higher, resulting in a variety of adaptive behaviors. 
Examples of adaptive behavior include self-direction and personal responsibility 
(Gresham & Elliot, 2001). Pullen (2013) noted that when individuals experience a match 
with their environments, there will be a higher level of satisfaction and mental and 
physical well-being. 
 Edwards and Rothbard (1999) identify two distinct versions of Person – 
Environment (P-E) fit. The first, called Demands – Abilities fit, refers to the fit between 
the demands of the environment and the person’s abilities. Demands are the specific 
quantitative and qualitative job requirements that the individual faces (p. 88); abilities are 
inputs that the individual needs to utilize to meet those demands and includes skills, 
energy, time, and resources (p. 88). The second version of P – E fit, called ‘Supplies - 
Values fit’, refers to the fit between the values of the person and the ability of the 
environment to furnish what is necessary to fulfill these values. Values refer to the 
desires of the person and can include interests, preferences, and goals (p. 88). Supplies 
are aspects of the environment that may fulfil the interests, preferences, and goals, and 
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typically include such things as intrinsic and extrinsic rewards (p. 88). We propose an 
extension of the P – E fit model, specifically the Supplies – Values version of the model, 
to include the physical work environment as a ‘supply’ that can support or hinder the 
values of the individual and their ability to work at an optimum level. The physical work 
environment would include the layout of the space, types of offices or workstations, how 
technology is integrated into the environment, the aesthetics of the space, the level of 
privacy, collaboration, and certain environmental factors including temperature, air 
quality, noise level, and lighting. A good PE fit means that the individual is in a physical 
work environment that facilitates optimum level performance.   
1.3 The Importance of Employee Engagement 
This study will also examine how the physical work environment affects employee 
engagement. Employee engagement is a relatively new concept that has received 
considerable attention over the past few years (Fuller, 2014; Saks & Gruman, 2014; 
Jenkins & Delbridge, 2013; Truss et al., 2013; Shuck & Reio, 2013; Kim et al., 2012; 
Wollard & Shuck, 2011; Gruman & Saks, 2011). In fact, rarely has a business concept 
resonated as strongly with business leaders as engagement (Albrecht, 2012). Engaged 
employees “have more positive attitudes, are more likely to take initiative, are willing to 
develop their skills and abilities, and feel more proud of their work” (Rayton & Yalabik, 
2014). According to a recent report by Gallup, companies with high employee 
engagement can realize a 20% improvement or better to productivity and profitability, 
while actively disengaged employees seriously erode profits and the organizational 
culture. Despite this, Gallup reports that only 30% of American workers are engaged in 
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their jobs (Fuller, 2014). 
According to a recent Harvard Business Review report (2013), seventy-one 
percent of business leaders surveyed ranked employee engagement as very important to 
overall organizational success. Business leaders today realize that a highly engaged 
workforce can contribute to an organization’s innovation, productivity, and financial 
performance, as well as reducing costs related to hiring and employee turnover, in 
today’s highly competitive talent markets (p. 1). Yet, with all the discussion on employee 
engagement, only twenty-four percent of those same respondents said that employees in 
their organizations were highly engaged (p. 1).  Attridge (2009) reports on a similar study 
of North American workers which found that only 29% of employees were fully engaged.  
1.4 Employee Engagement and the Job Demands Resources Model 
According to Bakker & Demerourti (2007), there are two main factors that influence 
employee engagement: job demands and job resources. Job demands refers to those 
aspects of the job that require continued physical or mental effort and are associated with 
certain psychological or physiological costs, such as stress or fatigue (Crawford et al., 
2010). Job resources buffer the demands and negative effects of the job and help in 
achieving work goals, and stimulating personal growth and development (p. 835). 
Numerous studies have shown that job resources are positively related to engagement (p. 
836) and that job resources are more closely related to engagement than job demands 
(Christian & Slaughter, 2007). Kim et al. (2012) confirmed that job resources act as 
antecedents of engagement which lead to performance improvement. Lu et al. (2014) 
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report that organizations can potentially stimulate employee engagement by creating 
environments that are resourceful and challenging. Bakker et al. (2011) suggests that 
there is a strong relationship between job resources and the person – environment fit. We 
propose an extension of the Job Demands – Resources Model by including the physical 
work environment as a job resource.  
Based on the above, we will attempt to analyze the following research questions: 
Research Questions 
Q1: Is there a relationship between employee perceptions of the physical work 
environment and levels of employee engagement? 
Q2: Does employee engagement partially mediate the relationship between 
employee perceptions of the physical work environment and positive employee 
outcomes? 
Figure 1 below illustrates the expected relationship between perceptions of the 
physical work environment and employee outcome variables with employee engagement 
as a mediating variable. 
 
 
Figure 1 – Conceptual Model 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 The Importance of the Physical Work Environment 
According to a recent survey by Gensler, a global office design firm, three out of four 
office workers in the United States are working in sub-optimal conditions and are 
struggling to work effectively (Gensler, 2013). Office work today is more knowledge-
based, more complex, time-sensitive, and requires more social interaction and 
technological competence (Chan et al., 2007). The way business is conducted, where 
people work, and the way workers communicate and interact have all changed, and the 
work environment has not been able to keep up (Ware & Grantham, 2003).  
There has been a considerable amount of research linking the design of the office 
environment to a number of important organizational and employee outcomes. At the 
organizational level, the physical work environment has been shown to have a positive 
impact on a number of business goals (Kampschroer & Heerwagen et al., 2005; Elsbach 
& Bechky, 2007; Chan et al., 2007; Dul & Ceylan, 2014; Becker, 2002; Olson, 2002; 
Mitchell-Ketzes, 2003), innovation (Haner, 2005; Peschl & Fundneider, 2012; Waber et 
al., 2014), collaboration (Heerwagen et al., 2004; Allen, 2007; Cross & Gray, 2013; Hua 
et al., 2010; Oseland et al., 2011), and attracting and retaining key talent (Earle, 2003; 
Erlich & Bichard, 2008). At the employee level, researchers have confirmed the impact 
of  the physical work environment on creativity (Steidle & Werth, 2013; Dul et al., 2011; 
Amabile et al., 1996; Haner, 2005), employee performance (Marans & Spreckelmeyer, 
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1982; O’Neill, 2010; Lansdale et al., 2011; Lee & Brand, 2005; Olson, 2002), employee 
productivity (Maarlevald et al., 2009; Haynes, 2008; Laihinen et al., 2012), job 
satisfaction (Pullen, 2014; De Been & Beijer, 2014; Kim & deDear, 2013; Maaleveld et 
al, 2009; Mallak et al, 2003; Roelofsen, 2002), employee well-being (Vischer, 2007; 
Cross & Gray, 2013; Hussin & Paino, 2012; Jahnke et al., 2011; Laurence et al., 2013; 
McGuire & McLauren, 2008), behavior (Davis, 1984; Haynes, 2008; Inalhan, 2009), and 
organizational commitment (Morrow et al., 2012). As a result, we hypothesize: 
 
H1: Positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive effect 
on employee outcomes. 
 
 As indicated above, the physical work environment impacts organizations and 
their employees in many areas. This study will focus on how perceptions of the physical 
work environment influence three specific employee outcomes: employee performance, 
well-being, and commitment to the organization, all of which will be expanded upon 
below. All three of these outcomes are important for organizations to perform optimally.  
‘Perceptions’ of the physical work environment are investigated instead of more 
objective measures because different people react differently to the same physical space 
and perceptions of the environment has a greater impact on individuals than does the 
objective environment (Zalesny & Farace, 1987). According to Prieser and Vischer 
(2005), how well an office building functions is directly linked to the users’ perceptions 
of that building. 
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Figure 2 below, expands the partial mediating model shown in Figure 1, and illustrates 
the expected relationships between perceptions of the physical work environment and 
perceived employee performance, employee well-being, and organizational commitment 
with employee engagement as a mediating variable. 
 
Figure 2 – Expanded Conceptual Model 
 
2.1.1 The Physical Work Environment and the Employee Outcome, Perceived 
Employee Performance 
There have been several studies investigating the link between the design of the physical 
work environment and employee performance. Throughout these studies, however, there 
is very little agreement on the definition and measurement of the employee performance 
construct. Koopmans et al. (2011), conducted a systematic review of medical, 
psychological, and management literature, and concluded that there is a distinction. They 
defined work productivity as input divided by output (p. 856). A widely endorsed 
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definition of work performance, on the other hand, is “behavior or actions that are 
relevant to the goals of the organization” (p. 856). Lee and Brand (2005) define employee 
performance concisely as the quality and quantity of work output.  
Kupritz (2006) studied the impact of workplace design on employee performance 
and the ability to learn. Researchers determined that certain design features support 
performance, while others support stress reduction and learning abilities. Kogan and 
Muller (2006) conducted a six-month study of knowledge workers in five organizations 
and determined that while knowledge workers do not follow a standard methodology for 
problem solving, their work “can be supported and enhanced” by the work environment. 
In a research study of employees at 31 bank branches in Pakistan, Hameed (2009) 
investigated which workplace features were of the most value to the participants. The 
results indicate that office design has a significant impact on employees’ productivity (p. 
7). Lighting and spatial arrangement were discovered to be the most important factors. 
Leblebici (2012) studied how different physical office environmental factors are related 
to job performance. He concludes that furniture, furnishings, and the amount of office 
space are the top three most important influencers of employee performance and 
productivity. To test the impact of the office floor plan or configuration of the physical 
space on an organization, Sailer et al. (2009) studied pre and post intervention data from 
two work environments. Controlling for changes in organizational structure during the 
testing period, researchers concluded, after a reconfiguration of the physical spaces, that 
office layout has an important influence on certain organizational outcomes, including 
performance. In a similar study conducted in Hong Kong, researchers examined the 
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influence of several design factors on office productivity, and found temperature, layout, 
and sound to have the greatest impact (Mak, 2012). A recent study was conducted in the 
U.K. to determine the impact of a redesigned work environment on the work practices 
and collaboration of knowledge workers at a university research center (Lansdale et al., 
2011). After a twelve-month longitudinal study that included a design intervention, 
researchers concluded that the redesign did have a positive impact on work performance, 
but also created new challenges. According to Olson (2002), the two most important 
contributors to employee performance are informal interactions in the workplace, and 
individual focus work, which can be either supported or impeded by the design of the 
work environment. Based on the previously described literature, we hypothesize that: 
H1a: Positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive effect 
on perceived employee performance 
 
2.1.2 Linking the Physical Work Environment and the Employee Outcome, 
Employee Well-Being  
Our second outcome variable, employee well-being, has become an important 
concern for many organizations.  Most definitions of well-being are general in nature and 
apply to an overall feeling of happiness that is not restricted to a particular setting (van 
Horn et al., 2004). Warr (1990) developed a model of well-being, called Job-Related 
Affective Well-Being, that is contextual, meaning that it is measured in specific settings 
such as the work environment.   Affective well-being is defined as “an individual’s 
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feelings about themselves in relation to their job” (Morrissy et al., 2013). In Warr’s 
model, all job-related affective states fall within a grid of four moods or emotional states, 
including well-being: anxiety, depression, enthusiasm, and it measures an individual’s 
general level of positive or negative feelings about their job (p. 158). 
There is “overwhelming evidence which demonstrates that the design of an office 
impacts the health and well-being of its occupants” (WGBC, 2014). These design factors 
can include indoor air quality and ventilation, thermal comfort, lighting and daylighting, 
noise & acoustics, interior layout and design, biophilia (connection to nature), aesthetics, 
location, and access to amenities, and can have a financial, perceptual, and physical 
impact on individuals and organizations (p. 17). According to McGuire and McLauren 
(2008), there is “a clear association between an individual’s working environment and 
their experience of good health both psychological and physical…and creating a 
comfortable and supportive work environment can enhance an individual’s sense of well-
being” (p. 37). We hypothesize that: 
H1b: Positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive 
effect on employee well-being 
 
2.1.3 Linking the Physical Work Environment and the Employee Outcome, 
Organizational Commitment 
Our final outcome variable is organizational commitment. Morrow et al. (2013) found 
that perceptions of the work environment affect commitment of employees toward their 
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organization and that managers can increase levels of employee commitment by making 
positive perceived changes in the physical work environment. Organizational 
commitment refers to how an employee identifies with and is involved in an organization 
(p. 101). We hypothesize that: 
 
H1c: Positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive effect 
on Organizational Commitment 
 
2.2 Employee Engagement 
Employee engagement is a relatively new concept, with controversy surrounding 
its definition (Gruman & Saks, 2011; Shuck and Wollard, 2010; Sharma and Kaur, 2014). 
Engagement was first introduced in the academic literature by Khan (1990).  Khan 
defined engagement as “the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work 
roles; in engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and 
emotionally during role performances” (Saks & Gruman, 2014. p. 157). The second 
model of engagement was presented by Maslach in 2001 and was based on job-burnout 
literature and defined engagement as the opposite of burnout (p. 158). In 2002, Schaufeli 
et al. (2008) argued that engagement, while the opposite of burnout, is a stand-alone 
construct.  
Soane et al. (2012) have proposed and tested a “unifying theoretical framework 
that underpins the psychological mechanism of engagement” (p. 530). The authors 
suggest a motivation-based approach to engagement that includes three dimensions: 
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intellectual, affective, and social engagement.  Intellectual engagement is the degree to 
which one is intellectually absorbed in work (p. 532). Sharma and Kaur (2014), in a 
quantitative content analysis of existing engagement literature, confirm that this aspect of 
engagement is present in the majority of academic research on the subject. Affective 
engagement is the degree to which one experiences a positive affective state relating to 
one’s role at work (Soane et al., 2012, p. 532) and the “extent to which employees are 
emotionally involved with, and attached to their work” (Rees et al., 2013). Social 
engagement is the extent to which one is connected socially with the working 
environment and shares common values with coworkers (Soane et al., 2012). Khan, the 
‘father’ of the contemporary engagement concept, did not include a social aspect for 
engagement in his original research in the 1990’s. However, in his more recent work, he 
suggests that the social relationships in an organization “invariably shape the extent to 
which people engage” (Kahn & Heaphy, 2014). We hypothesize that: 
 H2: Employee engagement has a positive effect on employee outcomes 
 
2.2.1 Linking Employee Engagement and the Employee Outcome, Employee 
Performance 
Engagement theory suggests that more engaged employees will perform better in their 
jobs (Soane et al., 2012). Several studies have documented the strong link between 
employee engagement and individual performance. Bakker and Bal (2010) studied the 
impact of weekly employee engagement on weekly employee performance and 
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concluded that there was a positive relationship between the two. Lorente et al. (2014), 
by using an expanded Job Demands – Resources model of engagement, confirmed that 
work engagement mediates the relationship between job resources and self-rated 
performance. In a study of the hospitality industry, Salanova et al. (2005) suggest that 
work engagement mediates the effect of organizational resources on employee 
performance. Results of a study by Rich et al. (2010) supported their hypothesis that 
engagement mediates the relationship between perceived organizational support and task 
performance. Soane et al. (2012), in two separate studies, confirmed a positive 
relationship between the three facets of employee engagement – intellectual, social, and 
affective – and employee task performance. Finally, Kim et al. (2012), after an extensive 
review of empirical literature, concluded that employee engagement has a direct effect on 
levels of employee performance within organizations and mediates the relationship 
between antecedents (of engagement) and employee performance (p. 265). We 
hypothesize that: 
 
H2a: Employee engagement has a positive effect on perceived employee 
performance 
 
2.2.2 Linking Employee Engagement and the Employee Outcome, Employee Well-
Being  
Research suggests that employee engagement is also linked to employee well-being.  
Albrecht (2012) elaborated on the Job Demands – Resources model to determine the 
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impact of organizational, team, and job-level resources, which are antecedents of 
engagement, on employee well-being. Based on survey data from 3,437 employees at a 
large multi-national company, Albrecht concluded these three types of resources help 
explain how increased levels of engagement and well-being can be produced (p. 849). 
Shuck & Reio (2013), by studying a sample of employees in the United States, Canada, 
and Japan, concluded that employees with high levels of engagement demonstrated 
higher psychological well-being and personal accomplishment, whereas employees with 
low levels of engagement exhibited higher degrees of emotional exhaustion “(p.43). 
Christian and Slaughter (2007) in a meta-analytic review of the antecedents and 
consequences of employee engagement, found that engagement was strongly related to 
employee health and well-being. 
 
H2b: Employee engagement has a positive effect on employee well-being 
 
2.2.3 Linking the Employee Engagement and the Employee Outcome, 
Organizational Commitment 
Employee engagement also has been shown to have an impact on organizational 
commitment.  Saks (2006) conclude that job engagement mediates the relationship 
between antecedents of engagement and organizational commitment. Christian and 
Slaughter (2007) found a high correlation between three dimensions of engagement and 
organizational commitment. Albdour and Altarawneh (2014) found that employees who 
have high engagement also have high levels of commitment. Hakanen et al. (2006), in a 
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study of teachers from 200 schools in Finland, concluded that work engagement mediated 
the effects of job resources on organizational commitment. We hypothesize that: 
 
 H2c: Employee engagement has a positive effect on organizational commitment 
 
2.3 Linking the Physical Work Environment and Employee Engagement  
To our knowledge, there has only been one research study linking the design of the 
physical work environment and employee engagement. McCunn & Gifford (2012) 
studied the affect of ‘green offices’ – public and private sector buildings that maximize 
the use of natural, renewable, and environmentally friendly resources and materials - on 
employee engagement. The results did not support their hypothesis of a positive 
relationship between these two variables (p. 132). However, this study used job 
satisfaction, perceived productivity, and organizational commitment as proxies for 
employee engagement, rather than using established engagement scales. 
We propose there are several links between the physical work environment and 
the three dimensions of engagement: intellectual, affective, and social. Intellectual 
engagement involves “focus to release cognitive effort towards attainment of a goal or 
solution…and has relevance to performance as well as other outcomes” (Soane et al., 
2012. P. 532). Several studies indicate that open-office environments, for example, can 
have a negative impact on employee task focus and performance (Zalesny & Farace, 
1987; Haynes, 2008; Smith-Jackson & Klein, 2009; Jahncke et al., 2011, Oldham & 
Rotchford, 1983). We also propose that the physical work environment can impact 
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affective and social engagement. Several studies indicate that the design of the physical 
work environment can affect collaboration, communication, and team interaction 
(Heerwagen et al., 2004; Allen, 2007; Hua et al., 2010; Oseland et al., 2011; Parkin et al., 
2011; Peterson & Beard, 2004). We hypothesize that: 
 
H3: Employee perceptions of the physical work environment has a positive effect 
on employee engagement.  
 
2.3.1 The Mediating Effect of Employee Engagement 
Previous research suggests that employee performance, employee well-being, and 
organizational commitment are related to both the physical work environment and 
employee engagement. This current study focuses on the mediating effect of employee 
engagement on the relationship between the physical work environment and our three 
outcome variables. We hypothesize that: 
 
H4: Employee engagement mediates the effect of employee perceptions of the 
physical work environment on the employee outcome variables of employee 
performance, well-being, and organizational commitment.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This section explains the methodology used to answer our research questions: “Is there a 
relationship between employee perceptions of the physical work environment and levels 
of employee engagement?” and “Does employee engagement partially mediate the 
relationship between employee perceptions of the physical work environment and 
positive employee outcomes?” 
 
3.1 Participants 
The sample for this study consisted of office workers from three diverse organizations. 
The first is a private liberal arts college with about 500 non-faculty employees. The 
second group was office workers from three departments at a 70-year-old, global, 
logistics solutions company. The third sample group consisted of office employees at an 
international, tech startup company. A total of 169 employees participated in the study, 
yielding a response of 93 at the college, 62 at the global logistics solutions company, and 
14 at the tech startup. 
3.2 Procedure 
Data for this study was collected primarily from a self-reported, online survey. The 
survey consisted of 54 questions, using a five-point Likert scale to measure perceptions 
of the physical work environment, individual performance, well-being, organizational 
commitment. Additionally, demographic data was captured including gender, marital 
status, age, level of education, length of employment, type of job, type of office or 
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workstation. The survey was developed and administered using Qualtrics Software and a 
link for the online survey was delivered to participants via an introductory email. A total 
of 655 employees at the three organizations were invited to participate and 169 surveys 
were completed and returned, resulting in a response rate of 26 percent. The researchers 
attempted to maximize survey response by keeping the survey completion time at or 
under 10 minutes, having supervisors email the sample employees regarding the 
importance of the survey for the organization, sending one to two reminders about 
completing the survey, and clearly stating that confidentiality was ensured. 
Qualitative techniques were also utilized to gather additional background 
information about the organizations. Observational techniques were used to describe and 
categorize the type of physical work environment and any additional unique design 
features. In addition, short (20 minute), open-ended interviews were conducted with 
supervisors at two of the organizations, to gather information regarding management 
perceptions of the physical work environment. Unlike the office environments studied at 
the two commercial organizations, which consisted of a small number of departments and 
office types, the college work environment was extremely diverse and spread out 
geographically, making classification or generalizing impractical. 
3.3 Measures 
The fifty-four question online questionnaire was developed using several different 
established scales to measure each construct. The scale was pre-tested with several 
individuals to determine the average amount of time required to complete the survey. The 
average time was about 10 minutes. 
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3.3.1 Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment 
To measure employee perceptions of the physical work environment the twenty-
nine item Building-in-use (BIU) scale was adapted for this study. The Building-In-Use 
(BIU) Scale, developed by Vischer (1996) is a valid and reliable standardized scale 
(Preiser & Vischer, 2005) that can be used in any office environment, and utilizes direct 
questions regarding key environmental conditions, including air quality, thermal comfort, 
spatial comfort, privacy, lighting quality, office noise control, building appearance, 
workstation comfort, and visual comfort (p. 10). The BIU scale measures how well the 
physical work environment ‘performs’, from the perspective of the individuals who use it 
(Vischer, 1996). Performance, as used here, is related to ‘building performance’ or how 
well the physical environment supports the people who work there. As stated earlier, we 
propose that the physical office environment is a ‘resource’ provided by an organization 
to support individuals and the demands of their work. Table 1 below contains the adapted 
scale items. 
TABLE 1 – Scale Items: Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment 
The air temperature at my work area is very comfortable: 
The air temperature at my work area is too cold: 
The air temperature at my work area is too warm: 
There is adequate air ventilation at my work area: 
Noise distractions are not a problem at my work area 
Background noise levels are comfortable 
The furniture in my office / workstation is comfortable: 
The size of my office / workstation is adequate: 
I have enough work storage space in my office / workstation: 
I have adequate space for personal storage in my work area: 
There is enough space to have Informal meetings with my colleagues in the area where I work: 
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There is enough space for collaborative work with my colleagues near the area where I work: 
There is adequate space in the facility for meeting with visitors: 
There is adequate space nearby for breaks and social interaction: 
I am comfortable with the level of visual privacy in my work area: 
I am comfortable with the amount of conversation privacy in my work area: 
I am comfortable with the amount of telephone privacy in my work area: 
I am comfortable with the level of electric lighting in my work area: 
The lighting level in my work area is too bright: 
The lighting level in my work area is too dark: 
There is adequate access to daylight / natural light in my work area: 
Overall, I would say that my workspace helps me in my work? 
Overall, I would say that my workspace hinders me in my work? 
Generally, I would say that I am satisfied with the physical environment in which I work? 
 
 
3.3.2 Employee Engagement 
The nine-item Intellectual, Social, Affective Engagement Scale (ISA) was 
adapted for this study. This is a self-report scale developed by Soane et al. (2012) and 
measures three different facets of engagement: intellectual, affective, and social. The 
authors demonstrated inter-item reliability and construct validity of the scale. The first 
three questions measure Intellectual Engagement; the next three questions measure Social 
Engagement; the last three questions measure Affective Engagement. Table 2 below 
contains the adapted scale items. 
 
TABLE 2 – Scale Items: Employee Engagement 
I focus hard on my work: Intellectual Engagement 
I concentrate on my work: Intellectual Engagement 
I pay a lot of attention to my work: Intellectual Engagement 
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I share the same work values as my colleagues: Social Engagement 
I share the same work goals as my colleagues: Social Engagement 
I share the same work attitudes as my colleagues: Social Engagement 
I feel positive about my work: Affective Engagement 
I feel energetic about my work: Affective Engagement 
I feel enthusiastic about my work: Affective Engagement 
 
3.3.3 Employee Performance 
According to Koopmans et al. (2011), after a systematic review of work 
performance literature from the medical, psychological, and management fields, “work 
performance is an abstract, latent construct that cannot be pointed to or measured 
directly” (p. 856). Sullivan et al. (2013) concur and suggest that subjective performance 
measures are an attractive option, especially when studying the relationship between 
environmental factors and performance, and that there is evidence that perceived 
performance may reflect actual performance. Based on validated measures adapted from 
a study by Lee and Brand (2005), perceived employee performance includes three 
questions which asks respondents to evaluate the creativity, quantity, and quality of their 
work output. Table 3 below contains the adapted scale items. 
 
TABLE 3 – Scale Items: Employee Performance 
Right now I would rate my job performance as very creative: 
Right now I would rate the quality of my work as very good: 
Right now I would rate the quantity of my work as very good: 
 
 
3.3.4 Employee Well-Being 
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Employee well-being is measured using a scale developed by Zheng et al. (2015) 
and adapted for this study. This scale, based on Warr’s job-related affective well-being 
framework, measures “the extent of anxiety or contentment to which employees feel in a 
particular setting, either from life in general or from a specific domain at work” (p. 9). 
Using a five-point Likert scale, respondents self-rate their current level of stress, and their 
perceived work-life balance. Table 4 below contains the adapted scale items. 
 
TABLE 4 – Scale Items: Employee Well-Being 
I would rate my overall state-of-being as very stressed: 
I would rate my perception of work / life balance as very balanced: 
 
 
3.3.5 Organizational Commitment 
Organizational commitment was measured using a five-item Affective Commitment 
Scale (ACS) originally developed by Allen and Meyer (1990) and adapted for this study. 
The authors developed and tested scales to measure three types of organizational 
commitment: affective, continuance, and normative. Employees who have a strong 
affective commitment remain with an organization because they ‘want’ to; those who 
have a strong continuance commitment to an organization stay because they ‘need’ to; 
those with a strong normative commitment remain at an organization because the ‘ought’ 
to (p. 3). Since affective commitment is more closely aligned with employee engagement 
(Albdour & Altarawneh, 2014), the five-item affective commitment scale was used for 
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this study. 
Research has confirmed that this scale forms a single factor with high reliability 
(Rhoades et al., 2001). A high score indicates a strong sense of commitment (Morrow et 
al., 2013). Table 5 below contains the adapted scale items. 
 
TABLE 5 – Scale Items: Organizational Commitment 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this 
organization: 
I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it: 
I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own: 
I feel like 'part of the family' at my organization: 
 I do feel emotionally attached to this organization: 
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me: 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
 
The purpose of this research was to study the relationship between perceptions of the 
physical work environment and employee engagement, employee performance, employee 
well-being, and organizational commitment. The survey instrument was developed and 
the data was collected online using Qualtrics software. IBM Statistical Software SPSS – 
Version 22 was used to study item frequencies, correlations, and factor analysis. The 
research model was tested using Smart-PLS software, version 3.2.3. Prior to the analysis 
of the data, overall results were examined by the author to screen for missing data and 
inconsistencies.  
4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Factor Analysis 
There were 169 respondents to the survey instrument. Of these 36% were male and 64% 
were female. In addition, 18% were single and 69% were married. Twenty percent of the 
respondents were age 20 – 29, 30% were ages 30 – 39, 22% were ages 40 – 49, 20% were 
ages 50 – 59, and 8% were ages 60 – 69. Eighty-three percent of the respondents reported 
an educational level of bachelor’s degree or higher. Nine percent of the respondents have 
been at their respective organizations less than one year, 43% have been at their 
organizations between 1 and 5 years, and 32% have been working at their organizations 
for more than 5 years. Forty-five percent of the respondents reported their job type as 
‘administrative’, 19% reported that their jobs were managerial or executive, and 14% 
reported their jobs as ‘technical staff’. Ninety-nine percent of the respondents reported 
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that they were full-time employees. Table 6 in Appendix A provides greater detail 
regarding the demographics of the respondents.  
An initial review of the item frequencies revealed several interesting statistics. 
With regard to ‘Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment’, 36% of the respondents 
were not comfortable with the air temperature in their own work environments. Forty-
eight percent of respondents indicated that noise distractions were a problem. Only 52% 
of respondents indicated that their workstations were comfortable, although most were 
satisfied with the size of their workstations or offices, and the amount of storage 
available. Much of the work done in organizations today involves collaboration with 
colleagues. Approximately twenty-nine percent of respondents felt that there was 
inadequate space to have informal meetings or collaboration with their colleagues. As 
workplaces become more open, privacy has become an important issue. Thirty-seven 
percent of respondents were not comfortable with the levels of visual privacy, and 47% 
was uncomfortable with the level of conversation and telephone privacy. Lighting is 
another important issue. Twenty-one percent of respondents were not comfortable with 
the lighting levels in their work area and about 30% indicated that there was not adequate 
access to natural lighting. Only 50% of respondents reported that their workspace helps 
them in their work and 22% indicated that their workspace actually hinders them in the 
completion of their work. Overall, 61% were satisfied with their physical work 
environment, 14% were neutral, and 24% were unsatisfied with their physical work 
environments. For additional details, see Table 7 in Appendix A. 
 The scale for employee engagement measured three types of engagement: 
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intellectual, social, and affective. For intellectual engagement, over 90% of the 
respondents indicated that they either agreed or strongly agreed that they were able to 
focus hard, concentrate, and pay a lot of attention to their work. For social engagement, 
which is the degree to which employees interact socially within the working 
environment, approximately 60% of respondents indicated that they either agree or 
strongly agree with statements about sharing the same work values, work goals, and work 
attitudes as their colleagues. For affective engagement, the degree to which one 
experiences a positive emotional state relating to one’s role at work, 85% of the 
respondents indicated that they felt positive about their work and, approximately 70% felt 
energetic and enthusiastic about their work. For additional details, see Table 8 in 
Appendix A. 
 This study also measured three employee outcomes: performance, well-being, and 
organizational commitment. An initial review of the item frequencies and percentages 
presented interesting results. Fifty-eight percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that their job performance was ‘creative’; 91% indicated that the quality of their work 
performance was very good; and 70% indicated that the quantity of their work was very 
good. Regarding perceptions of their well-being, 40% of the respondents either agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement that their overall state-of-being was very stressed. In 
addition, 29% of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that 
their work / life balance was balanced. There were six survey questions used to measure 
perceptions of an employee’s organizational commitment. Sixty-five percent of 
respondents indicated that they would be very happy to spend the rest of their careers 
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with their current organization, and 77% enjoyed discussing their organization with 
people outside of it. Only 45% of the respondents felt as if the organization’s problems 
were their own. Sixty-two percent of respondents felt like part of a family at their 
organizations, 70% felt emotionally attached to their organization, and 65% said that the 
organization had a great deal of personal meaning for them. For additional details, see 
Table 9,10, and 11 in Appendix A. 
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on 36 scale items and, based on their 
varimax rotated scores, were divided into 11 sub-groups of variables. Five sub-categories 
were created for Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment: Privacy, Adequate 
Spaces, Office Size and Storage, Air Quality, and Lighting. As expected, separate 
categories were created for Employee Performance and Employee Well Being. Two 
dimensions for Employee Engagement were created. However, scale items for the third 
dimension of Employee Engagement – Affective Engagement - were initially combined 
in the same rotated component as the scale items for the construct Organizational 
Commitment during the factor analysis calculations. One possible explanation could be 
that both constructs are related to employee feelings and emotions about the work and the 
organization. However, since the academic literature defines these as two distinct 
constructs (Slaughter, 2007; Albdour & Altarawneh, 2014; Saks, 2006; Hakanen et al., 
2006), the author separated them into two separate components. See Table 12 in 
Appendix A.  
Correlational analyses were used to examine the relationships between 
perceptions of the physical work environment, employee engagement, and the three 
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employee outcomes: performance, well-being, and organizational commitment. Results 
indicate a positive, significant correlation between Intellectual Engagement and Social 
Engagement, Affective Engagement, Lighting, Performance, and Organizational 
Commitment (see Table 13 below). Correlations for Social Engagement were positive 
and significant with Affective Engagement, Office Size and Storage, Lighting, Employee 
Performance, and Organizational Commitment. Affective Engagement had a positive and 
significant correlation with Privacy, Office Size and Storage, Air Quality, Lighting, 
Employee Performance, and Organizational Commitment. Privacy had a positive and 
significant correlation with Adequate Spaces, Office Size and Storage, Air Quality, 
Lighting, Employee Performance, and Organizational Commitment. Adequate Spaces 
had a positive and significant correlation with Office Size and Storage, Air Quality, 
Lighting, and Employee Performance. Office Size and Storage had a positive and 
significant correlation with Air Quality, Lighting, and Employee Performance. Air 
Quality had a positive and significant correlation with Lighting, and Organizational 
Commitment. Lighting had a positive and significant correlation with Performance and 
Organizational Commitment. Employee Performance had a positive and significant 
correlation with Organizational Commitment. There was a non-significant relationship 
between Employee Well-Being and all of the other variables (See Table 13 below). 
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TABLE 13 – Means, Standard Deviations, and Item Intercorrelations 
 
 
4.2 Scale Reliabilities 
Two types of scales were used to measure the latent variables for this study. Perceptions 
of the Physical Work Environment, Employee Performance, and Employee Well-Being 
utilized formative measures. In structural equation modeling, the indicators are formative 
if they cause the variable and are not interchangeable (Wong, 2013). The appropriateness 
of these measures will be discussed and measured later utilizing outer weights of the 
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structural equation modeling.  
Reflective measures were utilized for the Organizational Commitment and 
Employee Engagement scales. Reflective scale items should be interchangeable and 
highly correlated (Wong, 2013). Scale reliability for Organizational Commitment was 
tested using SPSS which indicated a good level of reliability with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 
.762. See Table 14 in Appendix 1 for further information. Scale reliability was tested 
using SPSS for the 3 dimensions of Employee Engagement – intellectual, social, and 
affective engagement. The results indicated a high level of reliability with a Cronbach’s 
Alpha of .941 for Intellectual Engagement, .865 for Social Engagement, and .899 for 
Affective Engagement. See Tables 15, 16, and 17 in Appendix A for further information. 
 
4.3 Partial Least Squares – Structural Equation Modeling 
Partial least squares - structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM), using Smart-PLS 
software, was utilized to test the impact of perceptions of the physical work environment 
on employee outcomes with employee engagement as a partial mediator. PLS-SEM has 
received considerable attention in recent years in a variety of disciplines, including 
marketing, strategic management, operations management, and management information 
systems (Hair et al., 2014). Usage of this methodology has increased in the social 
sciences primarily due to its ability to handle highly complex models (p. 107). In 
addition, PLS-SEM can be utilized using smaller data sets, as is often necessary when 
analyzing at the firm level (Peng & Lai, 2012). Another advantage of PLS-SEM is that it 
can “estimate research models with both reflective and formative constructs without 
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increasing model complexity” (Peng & Lai, 2012, P. 470). 
There are two main parts to structural equation modeling using PLS: an inner 
model and an outer model. The inner model represents the proposed relationship between 
the dependent and independent variables (Wong, 2013). The outer model explains the 
relationship between the latent variables and their indicators (p. 1). Indicators can be 
either formative, “which cause the latent variable and are not interchangeable among 
themselves” (p. 14) or reflective, in which the indicators are “highly correlated and 
interchangeable” (p. 15). Arrows pointing from the variable to the indicators represent 
reflective measures. Arrows pointing from the indicators to the variables represent 
formative measures.  
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of perceptions of the physical 
work environment on employee outcomes: performance, well-being, and organizational 
commitment, with employee engagement mediating the relationship. The path models 
below represent the proposed relationship between the variables. The inner or structural 
model (see Figure 3) represents 11 latent variables: 5 for perceptions of the physical work 
environment, 3 for employee engagement, and one each for performance, well-being, and 
organizational commitment. The outer or measurement model (see Figure 4) includes 36 
indicators representing the latent variables. Of these, 15 are reflective measures and 21 
are formative.  
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Figure 3 – Inner Research Model illustrated as a SEM Diagram 
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Figure 4 – Outer Model in a SEM Diagram 
 
Although small sample sizes can be analyzed using PLS-SEM, researchers 
suggest a standard rule-of-thumb for minimum sample size to be ten times the number of 
indicators for the largest construct of the model (Wong, 2013; Peng & Lai, 2012; Hair et 
al., 2014).  
Perceptions of the physical work environment, the construct with the largest number of 
indicators, has sixteen indicators requiring a minimum sample size of 160. As previously 
mentioned, the sample size for the current research was 169, surpassing the minimum 
sample size requirement. 
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4.5 Analysis of the Structural Model Results 
Structural equation modeling, using Smart-PLS software, was used to test the conceptual 
model. Smart-PLS uses the explained variance (R-Squared) of the model constructs to 
evaluate the predictive power of the research model (Peng & Lai, 2012). The numbers in 
the circles (R-Squared) indicate how much variance is being explained by the other 
variable. The numbers on the lines are the path coefficients and explain the strength of 
one variable on another; line thickness also illustrates the relative strength. 
  Smart-PLS uses a bootstrapping calculation to estimate levels of 
significance in the SEM-PLS research model (Peng & Lai, 2012). In this process, “a large 
number of subsamples are taken from the original sample with replacement to give 
bootstrap standard errors, which in turn gives approximate T-values (and P-values) for 
significance testing of the structural path” (Wong, 2013, p. 23). The standard default for 
this model using Smart-PLS was 500 subsamples.  
 
4.5.1 Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment and Employee Outcomes 
The structural equation modeling diagram below (see Figure 5) illustrates the relationship 
between perceptions of the physical work environment and three employee outcomes: 
employee performance, employee well-being, and organizational commitment. A review 
of the diagram yields several preliminary observations. The coefficients of determination 
(R2) for performance, well-being, and organizational commitment are .098, .115, and 
.161, respectively. This means that 10 percent of employee performance, 11 percent of 
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employee well-being, and 16 percent of organizational commitment is explained by 
perceptions of the physical work environment. The physical work environment 
dimensions of privacy and office size / storage have the strongest impact on employee 
performance with path coefficients of .207 and .206, respectively. However, neither were 
significant at the .05 level. The model does not support hypothesis H1a that positive 
perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive impact on employee 
performance. There were several interesting relationships between perceptions of the 
physical work environment and employee well-being, the strongest of which were office 
size / storage and lighting with path coefficients of .206 and .138, respectively. However, 
neither were significant at the .05 level. The model does support hypothesis H1b that 
positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a positive impact on 
employee well-being. Two dimensions of the physical work environment, air quality and 
lighting, were statistically significant and indicated a positive impact on organizational 
commitment, with path coefficients of .188 and .221, respectively. The results do support 
hypothesis H1c that positive perceptions of the physical work environment have a 
positive impact on organizational commitment. See Table 18 in Appendix A for p-values 
and t-values for the path model coefficients.  
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Figure 5 – PLS – SEM Results: The impact of perceptions of the physical work 
environment on the three employee outcomes: perceived performance, well-being, 
and organizational commitment. Note: Line thickness denotes the relative values of the 
path coefficients. Numbers in red are statistically significant at the .05 level 
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4.5.2 Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment and Employee Engagement 
The structural equation modeling diagram below (see Figure 6) illustrates the relationship 
between perceptions of the physical work environment and employee engagement. A 
review of the diagram yields several preliminary observations. The coefficients of 
determination (R2) for intellectual engagement, social engagement, and affective 
engagement are .043, .065, and .244, respectively. This means that 4.3 percent of 
intellectual engagement, 6.5 percent of social engagement, and 24 percent of affective 
engagement is explained by perceptions of the physical work environment. The model 
also reports that the latent variables privacy, air quality, and lighting have the strongest 
effect on affective engagement with standardized path coefficients of .178 and .233, and 
.297, respectively, and were statistically significant at the .05 level (p-values). The 
remaining paths in the model were not statistically significant. See Table 19 in Appendix 
A for p-values and t-values for the path model coefficients. The results partially support 
hypothesis H3, that employee perceptions of the physical work environment have a 
positive effect on employee engagement, in that only one of the three dimensions of 
employee engagement was positively affected. 
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Figure 6 – PLS – SEM Results: The impact of perceptions of the physical work 
environment on the three dimensions of Employee Engagement. Note: Line thickness 
denotes the relative values of the path coefficients. Numbers in red are statistically 
significant at the .05 level 
 
4.5.2 Employee Engagement and Employee Outcomes 
The structural equation modeling diagram below (see Figure 7) illustrates the relationship 
between the three dimensions of the construct employee engagement and the three 
employee outcomes of performance, well-being, and organizational commitment. The 
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results show a coefficient of determination (R2) of .257 for employee performance 
indicating that employee engagement explains approximately 26 percent of employee 
performance. The coefficient of determination for employee well-being is .130 indicating 
that employee engagement is responsible for 13 percent of employee well-being. The 
coefficient of determination for organizational commitment is .417 indicating that 
employee engagement is responsible for approximately 42 percent of an employee’s level 
of commitment to an organization. The model also reports several interesting 
relationships between the three dimensions of engagement and the three outcomes. For 
example, affective engagement has the strongest effect on performance, well-being, and 
organizational commitment with path coefficients of .338, .306, and .582 respectively, all 
of which are statistically significant at the .05 level. Intellectual engagement has a strong, 
positive effect on employee performance with a path coefficient of .236 and a strong 
negative effect on employee well-being with a path coefficient of -.256. The effect of 
intellectual engagement on organizational commitment is not statistically significant at 
the .05 level. Social engagement has a positive, statistically significant effect on 
organizational commitment with a path coefficient of.187. The path between social 
engagement and the other two outcomes is statistically insignificant. See Table 20 in 
Appendix A for p-values and t-values for the path model coefficients. The results support 
hypotheses H2, H2a, and H2c that employee engagement has a positive effect on the 
employee outcomes of performance, and organizational commitment. The results 
partially support hypotheses H2b that employee engagement has a positive effect on the 
employee outcomes of well-being.  
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Figure 7 – PLS – SEM Results: The impact of the three dimensions of employee 
engagement on employee outcomes: perceived performance, well-being, and 
organizational commitment. Note: Line thickness denotes the relative values of the path 
coefficients. Numbers in red are statistically significant at the .05 level 
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4.5.3 The Partial Mediating Effect of Employee Engagement 
The structural equation modeling diagram below (see Figure 8) illustrates the partial 
mediating effect of employee engagement on the relationship between perceptions of the 
physical work environment and the three employee outcomes: performance, well-being, 
and organizational commitment. The results show a coefficient of determination (R2) of 
.154 for employee engagement indicating that employee engagement explains 
approximately 15 percent of the relationship between perceptions of the physical work 
environment and the three employee outcomes. The coefficient of determination (R2) of 
employee performance is .238 indicating that engagement is responsible for 
approximately 24 percent of the impact of perceptions of the physical work environment 
on employee performance. The coefficient of determination (R2) of employee well-being 
is is .042 indicating that engagement is responsible for approximately 4 percent of the 
impact of perceptions of the physical work environment on well-being. The coefficient of 
determination (R2) of organizational commitment is .356 indicating that engagement is 
responsible for approximately 36 percent of the impact of perceptions of the physical 
work environment on an employee’s commitment to the organization. The model shows 
that employee engagement has the strongest mediating effect on organizational 
commitment with a path coefficient (beta) of .596, followed by employee performance 
with a path coefficient of .488, and well-being with a path coefficient of .205. All of the 
paths in the model are statistically significant at the .05 level. The results of this model 
support hypothesis H4 that employee engagement mediates the effect of employee 
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perceptions of the physical work environment on the employee outcome variables of 
employee performance, well-being, and organizational commitment 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8 – PLS – SEM Results: The impact of perceptions of the physical work 
environment on three employee outcomes: perceived performance, well-being, and 
organizational commitment, with employee engagement as a partial mediating 
variable. Note: Line thickness denotes the relative values of the path coefficients. 
Numbers in red are statistically significant at the .05 level 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
In this study, we examined the relationship between perceptions of the physical work, 
employee engagement, and certain employee outcomes, including perceived employee 
performance, well-being, and organizational commitment.   
This results of this study has significant contributions to the current body of 
knowledge. First, one of the most significant contributions of this research is establishing 
the link between perceptions of the physical work environment and employee 
engagement. To date, very little research has been done in this area, and this current study 
suggests that there is a strong link between the two, and that engagement also plays a 
mediating role in the relationship between the physical work environment and employee 
outcomes.  
Second, this research supports and adds to existing research on the importance of 
the physical work environment in organizations. This study identified which specific 
dimensions of the physical work environment had the greatest impact. Several 
environmental factors such as air quality, which includes temperature and circulation, 
and lighting, which includes levels of both electric and natural lighting, and office noise 
were shown to have a strong effect on employees and employee outcomes. This supports 
the results of previous research (Mak, 2012; Hameed & Amjad, 2009, Jahncke et al, 
2011). This research also supports and adds to current research on privacy, as a 
dimension of the physical work environment, which includes telephone, visual, and 
conversational privacy (Peterson & Beard, 2009; Parkin et al, 2011; Laurence et al, 2013; 
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Maaleveld et al, 2009).   More and more companies are moving to a more open work 
environment, which helps improve communication, collaboration, and innovation. The 
down side of these open environments is the reduction of privacy.  
Third, this research contributes to the current body of knowledge on the 
relationship between engagement and employee outcomes. This research supports 
previous research that suggests that there is a positive relationship between engagement 
and performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Salanova et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2012). Previous 
research also suggests that engagement has a positive impact on employee well-being, 
and, in general, the current study supports that relationship. However, in this study, 
intellectual engagement, which refers to how intellectually absorbed or stimulated a 
person is by the work, shows a strong negative influence on an employee’s well-being. 
Since well-being is measured here as self-reported levels of stress and work-life balance, 
it is conceivable that a person, highly absorbed in their work, could get frustrated or 
anxious regarding the completion of that work, or could neglect their home life. One 
possible explanation could be that too much intellectual stimulation or absorption could 
lead to ‘workaholism’ or burnout. Social engagement, which is the extent to which 
workers are involved with and share common values with their coworkers (Soane et al., 
2012), proved to be an important factor affecting organizational commitment. Managers 
can play an important role in providing an environment that is conducive to employee 
interaction. Some organizations, for example, provide social spaces that may include pool 
tables or bowling lanes to encourage relationship building and social interaction. Some 
new company headquarters have been designed to encourage ‘chance encounters’ 
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between knowledge workers, which can lead to better organizational performance 
(Waber et al., 2014). Affective engagement, or how emotionally attached employees are 
to the work, was shown to be the most important of the three dimensions of engagement, 
and plays an important role for performance, well-being, and organizational commitment. 
Khan (1990) viewed the emotional dimension of engagement as the deepest level of the 
three, the most complex, and consequently, the most difficult to influence. Our study 
indicated that an employee’s perception of privacy can have a strong influence on their 
emotional or affective engagement. Managers need to consider this when planning and 
discussing their physical environments.   
This research also contributes to current theoretical foundations. For example, this 
study extends Person – Environment Fit Theory, which says that higher levels of 
employee performance, well-being, engagement, and other organizational outcomes are 
realized when there is a match between goals and values of the individual and the 
environment (Miles & Perrewe, 2011; Gresham & Elliot, 2001; Pullen, 2013). One of the 
responsibilities of the organization is to furnish what is necessary for the employee to 
satisfy the goals, interests, and preferences of the employee (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999). 
This study adds the physical work environment to the scope of the ‘environment’ 
definition in Person – Environment Fit. This research also extends the Job Demands – 
Resources Model of employee engagement by adding the physical work environment as 
an additional resource. Basically, the Job Demands – Resources model says that every 
job can be classified in two categories: the physical, psychological, social, and 
organizational demands of the job, and the job resources, which help the employee 
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achieve work goals, stimulate growth and learning, and help reduce the psychological and 
physiological costs of the job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). As demonstrated in 
this current study, there are several aspects of the physical work environment (resources) 
that can be manipulated by organizations to help their employees be more engaged in 
their work and perform better. These can include office design and office environmental 
factors such as lighting, air quality, and sound. 
There are a number of important implications for practice provided by this 
research. First, the findings suggest that if organizations want to increase employee 
performance, for example, they should address factors that help their employees to be 
more engaged, as well as address changes and / or improvements to the physical office 
environment. Conversely, the findings suggest that a lack of attention to the physical 
work environment can result in a decline in employee engagement, performance, well-
being, and commitment to the organization. Second, successful companies today need to 
provide different types of spaces that are adequate for focusing, collaborating, and 
socializing (Gensler, 2008). This current study looked at the adequacy of these types of 
spaces at three diverse organizations and concluded that perceptions of adequate space do 
have an impact on employee engagement and organizational commitment, supporting and 
adding to previous research in this area. Interestingly, past research has suggested that 
office factors such as furniture and office size strongly influenced employee performance. 
However, this was not supported in the current study. This study contributes to our 
understanding of how changes in the office environment (spatial, lighting, air, furniture, 
etc.) can be effective in increasing employees’ creativity, performance, collaboration, 
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well-being, and commitment. This study also gives managers additional means to make 
improvements to their organizations and help them to be more effective. It follows that 
organizational leadership, human resource management, and facility management should 
work closely together to maximize the most important organizational resource – its 
people. 
 There were several limitations to this research. First of all, the reliance on self-
reporting attitudinal measures for perceptions of the physical work environment, 
perceived levels of engagement, performance, well-being, and commitment, can be 
influenced by certain types of bias. Like all attitudinal surveys, what a respondent is 
willing to accurately discuss can depend on several factors, including “the willingness to 
cooperate, social expectancy, feelings of personal inadequacy, feelings of freedom from 
threat, dishonesty, carelessness, ulterior motivation, and interpretation of verbal stimuli” 
(Burns & Burns, 2008, p. 482). There was also the possibility of nonresponse bias in 
which the people who did not respond could have different opinions from those who did 
respond. Although three distinct types of organizations were used for this study, the 
sample size was moderate and may affect generalizability. In addition, this study did not 
differentiate between different types of jobs and whether that could make a difference in 
the results. 
There are several opportunities available for additional research in this area. 
Researchers could investigate what types of office environments have the most impact on 
each of the variables of engagement, performance, well-being, and organizational 
commitment. Additionally, the potential role of specific worker demographics, such as 
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age or gender, could be an interesting area to explore, as well as, how types of jobs may 
differ. Another area of future research could include the role that organizational culture 
may play as a mediating variable. And finally, additional organizational and employee 
outcomes, as well as other samples from other industries could be studied. 
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APPENDIX A 
TABLE 6: Frequency Analysis - Demographics 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Male 53 31.4 35.8 35.8
Female 95 56.2 64.2 100.0
Total 148 87.6 100.0
Prefer0not0to0answer 19 11.2
System 2 1.2
Total 21 12.4
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Single 26 15.4 18.1 18.1
Married0/0Partner 100 59.2 69.4 87.5
Widowed 1 .6 .7 88.2
Divorced 17 10.1 11.8 100.0
Total 144 85.2 100.0
Prefer0not0to0answer 23 13.6
System 2 1.2
Total 25 14.8
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
20J29 28 16.6 19.6 19.6
30J39 43 25.4 30.1 49.7
40J49 32 18.9 22.4 72.0
50J59 28 16.6 19.6 91.6
60J69 12 7.1 8.4 100.0
Total 143 84.6 100.0
Prefer0not0to0answer 24 14.2
System 2 1.2
Total 26 15.4
169 100.0
Valid
Missing
Total
What%is%your%age?
Valid
Missing
Total
What%is%your%current%marital%status?
What%is%your%gender?
Valid
Missing
Total
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Completed0high0school 9 5.3 5.9 5.9
Associate0Degree 17 10.1 11.1 17.0
Bachelor0Degree 72 42.6 47.1 64.1
Masters0Degree 47 27.8 30.7 94.8
Doctoral0Degree 8 4.7 5.2 100.0
Total 153 90.5 100.0
Prefer0not0to0answer 14 8.3
System 2 1.2
Total 16 9.5
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Less0than010year 14 8.3 9.2 9.2
1M50years 65 38.5 42.8 52.0
6M90years 24 14.2 15.8 67.8
10M190years 38 22.5 25.0 92.8
20M290years 10 5.9 6.6 99.3
300or0more0years 1 .6 .7 100.0
Total 152 89.9 100.0
Prefer0not0to0answer 14 8.3
System 3 1.8
Total 17 10.1
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Administrative 75 44.4 45.2 45.2
Technical0Staff 23 13.6 13.9 59.0
Contract0Employee 1 .6 .6 59.6
Manager 29 17.2 17.5 77.1
Execcutive 3 1.8 1.8 78.9
Other0(Please0Specify) 33 19.5 19.9 98.8
7 2 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 166 98.2 100.0
Missing System 3 1.8
169 100.0
Missing
Total
How$long$have$you$been$working$for$this$organization?
Valid
Missing
Total
What$type$of$job$do$you$have$in$this$organization?
Valid
Total
Valid
What$is$your$highest$level$of$education?
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Part4time0employee 2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Full4time0employee 165 97.6 98.8 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Private0office0with0door 65 38.5 38.9 38.9
Semi4private0office0
(without0a0door)
13 7.7 7.8 46.7
Hig 4panel0 pen0
workstation0(cubicle0405'0
37 21.9 22.2 68.9
L w4p nel0open0
workstation0(minimum0
45 26.6 26.9 95.8
Unassigned0work0space 7 4.1 4.2 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
What%type%of%office%do%you%work%in?
Valid
Total
Type%of%employment?
Valid
Total
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TABLE 7: Frequency Analysis – Perceptions of the Physical Work Environment 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 14 8.3 8.3 8.3
Disagree 46 27.2 27.2 35.5
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 23 13.6 13.6 49.1
Agree 73 43.2 43.2 92.3
Strongly0Agree 13 7.7 7.7 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 65 38.5 38.5 45.6
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 25 14.8 14.8 60.4
Agree 45 26.6 26.6 87.0
Strongly0Agree 22 13.0 13.0 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 31 18.3 18.3 18.3
Disagree 81 47.9 47.9 66.3
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 32 18.9 18.9 85.2
Agree 20 11.8 11.8 97.0
Strongly0Agree 5 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 9 5.3 5.4 5.4
Disagree 32 18.9 19.3 24.7
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 26 15.4 15.7 40.4
Agree 80 47.3 48.2 88.6
Strongly0Agree 19 11.2 11.4 100.0
Total 166 98.2 100.0
Missing System 3 1.8
169 100.0Total
Valid
The$air$temperature$at$my$work$area$is$very$comfortable
Valid
The$air$temperature$at$my$work$area$is$too$cold
Valid
The$air$temperature$at$my$work$area$is$too$warm
Valid
There$is$adequate$air$ventilation$at$my$work$area
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 36 21.3 21.3 21.3
Disagree 45 26.6 26.6 47.9
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 24 14.2 14.2 62.1
Agree 48 28.4 28.4 90.5
Strongly0Agree 16 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 25 14.8 14.8 14.8
Disagree 40 23.7 23.7 38.5
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 24 14.2 14.2 52.7
Agree 67 39.6 39.6 92.3
Strongly0Agree 13 7.7 7.7 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 15 8.9 8.9 8.9
Disagree 40 23.7 23.8 32.7
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 25 14.8 14.9 47.6
Agree 70 41.4 41.7 89.3
Strongly0Agree 18 10.7 10.7 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 22 13.0 13.1 20.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 13 7.7 7.7 28.0
Agree 83 49.1 49.4 77.4
Strongly0Agree 38 22.5 22.6 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Valid
Total
The$size$of$my$office$/$workstation$is$adequate
Noise$distractions$are$not$a$problem$at$my$work$area
Valid
Background$noise$levels$are$comfortable
Valid
The$furniture$in$my$office$/$workstation$is$comfortable
Valid
Total
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 17 10.1 10.1 10.1
Disagree 22 13.0 13.1 23.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 11 6.5 6.5 29.8
Agree 83 49.1 49.4 79.2
Strongly0Agree 35 20.7 20.8 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 13 7.7 7.7 7.7
Disagree 22 13.0 13.1 20.8
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 17 10.1 10.1 31.0
Agree 81 47.9 48.2 79.2
Strongly0Agree 35 20.7 20.8 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 16 9.5 9.5 9.5
Disagree 33 19.5 19.6 29.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 18 10.7 10.7 39.9
Agree 74 43.8 44.0 83.9
Strongly0Agree 27 16.0 16.1 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 13 7.7 7.8 7.8
Disagree 34 20.1 20.4 28.1
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 13 7.7 7.8 35.9
Agree 82 48.5 49.1 85.0
Strongly0Agree 25 14.8 15.0 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Valid
Total
There%is%enough%space%for%collaborative%work%with%my%colleagues%near%the%area%where%I%work
Valid
Total
There%is%enough%space%to%have%Informal%meetings%with%my%colleagues%in%the%area%where%I%work
I%have%enough%work%storage%space%in%my%office%/%workstation
Valid
Total
I%have%adequate%space%for%personal%storage%in%my%work%area
Valid
Total
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 30 17.8 17.9 25.0
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 14 8.3 8.3 33.3
Agree 82 48.5 48.8 82.1
Strongly0Agree 30 17.8 17.9 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 8 4.7 4.8 4.8
Disagree 21 12.4 12.5 17.3
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 19 11.2 11.3 28.6
Agree 91 53.8 54.2 82.7
Strongly0Agree 29 17.2 17.3 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 27 16.0 16.2 16.2
Disagree 35 20.7 21.0 37.1
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 17 10.1 10.2 47.3
Agree 63 37.3 37.7 85.0
Strongly0Agree 25 14.8 15.0 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 34 20.1 20.4 20.4
Disagree 45 26.6 26.9 47.3
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 26 15.4 15.6 62.9
Agree 46 27.2 27.5 90.4
Strongly0Agree 16 9.5 9.6 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Valid
Total
I"am"comfortable"with"the"level"of"visual"privacy"in"my"work"area
Valid
Total
I"am"comfortable"with"the"amount"of"conversation"privacy"in"my"work" rea
Valid
Total
There"is"adequate"space"nearby"for"breaks"and"soci l"interaction
There"is"adequate"space"in"the"facility"for"meeting"with"visitors
Valid
Total
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 36 21.3 21.8 21.8
Disagree 42 24.9 25.5 47.3
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 26 15.4 15.8 63.0
Agree 48 28.4 29.1 92.1
Strongly0Agree 13 7.7 7.9 100.0
Total 165 97.6 100.0
Missing System 4 2.4
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 24 14.2 14.3 21.4
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 18 10.7 10.7 32.1
Agree 88 52.1 52.4 84.5
Strongly0Agree 26 15.4 15.5 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 16 9.5 9.5 9.5
Disagree 88 52.1 52.4 61.9
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 27 16.0 16.1 78.0
Agree 26 15.4 15.5 93.5
Strongly0Agree 11 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 29 17.2 17.4 17.4
Disagree 96 56.8 57.5 74.9
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 27 16.0 16.2 91.0
Agree 13 7.7 7.8 98.8
Strongly0Agree 2 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Valid
Total
The$lighting$level$in$my$work$area$is$too$dark
Valid
Total
I$am$comfortable$with$the$level$of$electric$lighting$in$my$work$area
Valid
Total
The$lighting$level$in$my$work$area$is$too$bright
Valid
Total
I$am$comfortable$with$the$amount$of$telephone$privacy$in$my$work$area
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 28 16.6 16.6 16.6
Disagree 23 13.6 13.6 30.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 14 8.3 8.3 38.5
Agree 66 39.1 39.1 77.5
Strongly0Agree 38 22.5 22.5 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 8 4.7 4.8 4.8
Disagree 21 12.4 12.6 17.4
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 51 30.2 30.5 47.9
Agree 70 41.4 41.9 89.8
Strongly0Agree 17 10.1 10.2 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 20 11.8 11.8 11.8
Disagree 68 40.2 40.2 52.1
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 43 25.4 25.4 77.5
Agree 30 17.8 17.8 95.3
Strongly0Agree 8 4.7 4.7 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 29 17.2 17.3 24.4
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 24 14.2 14.3 38.7
Agree 87 51.5 51.8 90.5
Strongly0Agree 16 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Valid
Generally,)I)would)say)that)I)am)satisfied)with)the)physical)environment)in)which)I)work?
Valid
Total
There)is)adequate)access)to)daylight)/)natural)light)in)my)work)area
Valid
Overall,)I)would)say)that)my)workspace)helps)me)in)my)work?
Valid
Total
Overall,)I)would)say)that)my)workspace)hinders)me)in)my)work?
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TABLE 8: Frequency Analysis – Employee Engagement 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Disagree 2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 7 4.1 4.1 5.3
Agree 85 50.3 50.3 55.6
Strongly0Agree 75 44.4 44.4 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Disagree 2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 6 3.6 3.6 4.7
Agree 84 49.7 49.7 54.4
Strongly0Agree 77 45.6 45.6 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Disagree 1 .6 .6 .6
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 4 2.4 2.4 3.0
Agree 84 49.7 49.7 52.7
Strongly0Agree 80 47.3 47.3 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Disagree 22 13.0 13.0 14.2
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 32 18.9 18.9 33.1
Agree 85 50.3 50.3 83.4
Strongly0Agree 28 16.6 16.6 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Disagree 16 9.5 9.5 10.7
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 27 16.0 16.1 26.8
Agree 88 52.1 52.4 79.2
Strongly0Agree 35 20.7 20.8 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
I"pay"a"lot"of"attention"to"my"work
Valid
I"share"the"same"work"values"as"my"colleagues
Valid
I"share"the"same"work"goals"as"my"colleagues
Valid
Total
Valid
I"focus"hard"on"my"work
Valid
I"concentrate"on"my"work
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 3 1.8 1.8 1.8
Disagree 27 16.0 16.0 17.8
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 37 21.9 21.9 39.6
Agree 81 47.9 47.9 87.6
Strongly0Agree 21 12.4 12.4 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Disagree 8 4.7 4.8 4.8
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 17 10.1 10.2 15.1
Agree 95 56.2 57.2 72.3
Strongly0Agree 46 27.2 27.7 100.0
Total 166 98.2 100.0
Missing System 3 1.8
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 4 2.4 2.4 2.4
Disagree 10 5.9 5.9 8.3
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 35 20.7 20.7 29.0
Agree 79 46.7 46.7 75.7
Strongly0Agree 41 24.3 24.3 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 4 2.4 2.4 2.4
Disagree 10 5.9 6.0 8.4
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 40 23.7 24.0 32.3
Agree 75 44.4 44.9 77.2
Strongly0Agree 38 22.5 22.8 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0Total
Valid
I"feel"positive"about"my"work
Valid
Total
I"feel"energetic"about"my"work
Valid
I"feel"enthusiastic"about"my"work
Valid
I"share"the"same"work"attitudes"as"my"colleagues
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TABLE 9: Frequency Analysis – Employee Performance 
 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 4 2.4 2.4 2.4
Disagree 19 11.2 11.2 13.6
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 48 28.4 28.4 42.0
Agree 78 46.2 46.2 88.2
Strongly0Agree 20 11.8 11.8 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Disagree 3 1.8 1.8 1.8
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 12 7.1 7.2 9.0
Agree 96 56.8 57.5 66.5
Strongly0Agree 56 33.1 33.5 100.0
Total 167 98.8 100.0
Missing System 2 1.2
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 8 4.7 4.8 4.8
Disagree 22 13.0 13.1 17.9
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 21 12.4 12.5 30.4
Agree 78 46.2 46.4 76.8
Strongly0Agree 39 23.1 23.2 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Total
Right&now&I&would&rate&the&quantity&of&my&work&as&very&good:9Select
Valid
Total
Valid
Right&now&I&would&rate&my&job&performance&as&very&creative:9Select
Valid
Right&now&I&would&rate&the&quality&of&my&work&as&very&good:9Select
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TABLE 10: Frequency Analysis – Employee Well-Being 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 8 4.7 4.7 4.7
Disagree 49 29.0 29.0 33.7
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree
45 26.6 26.6 60.4
Agree 44 26.0 26.0 86.4
Strongly0Agree 23 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 18 10.7 10.7 10.7
Disagree 30 17.8 17.9 28.6
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree
35 20.7 20.8 49.4
Agree 74 43.8 44.0 93.5
Strongly0Agree 11 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0Total
I"would"rate"my"overall"state0of0being"as"very"stressed:0Select
Valid
I"would"rate"my"perception"of"work"/"life"balance"as"very"balanced:0Select
Valid
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TABLE 11: Frequency Analysis – Organizational Commitment 
 
 
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 12 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 13 7.7 7.7 14.8
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 34 20.1 20.1 34.9
Agree 66 39.1 39.1 74.0
Strongly0Agree 44 26.0 26.0 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 4 2.4 2.4 2.4
Disagree 11 6.5 6.5 8.9
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 24 14.2 14.3 23.2
Agree 87 51.5 51.8 75.0
Strongly0Agree 42 24.9 25.0 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
I"would"be"very"happy"to"spend"the"rest"of"my"career"with"this"organization
Valid
I"enjoy"discussing"my"organization"with"people"outside"it
Valid
Total
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Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 8 4.7 4.8 4.8
Disagree 29 17.2 17.3 22.0
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 56 33.1 33.3 55.4
Agree 56 33.1 33.3 88.7
Strongly0Agree 19 11.2 11.3 100.0
Total 168 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
169 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 7 4.1 4.1 4.1
Disagree 19 11.2 11.2 15.4
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 38 22.5 22.5 37.9
Agree 78 46.2 46.2 84.0
Strongly0Agree 27 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 7 4.1 4.1 4.1
Disagree 10 5.9 5.9 10.1
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 33 19.5 19.5 29.6
Agree 86 50.9 50.9 80.5
Strongly0Agree 33 19.5 19.5 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent
Valid0
Percent
Cumulative0
Percent
Strongly0Disagree 5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Disagree 13 7.7 7.7 10.7
Neither0Agree0nor0Disagree 41 24.3 24.3 34.9
Agree 74 43.8 43.8 78.7
Strongly0Agree 36 21.3 21.3 100.0
Total 169 100.0 100.0
Valid
Valid
I"do"feel"emotionally"attached"to"this"organization
Valid
This"organization"has"a"great"deal"of"personal"meaning"for"me
I"feel"like"'part"of"the"family'"at"my"organization
I"really"feel"as"if"this"organization's"problems"are"my"own
Valid
Total
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TABLE 12: Factor Analysis – Rotated Component Scores 
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TABLE 14:  Scale Reliability: Organizational Commitment 
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TABLE 15:  Scale Reliability: Intellectual Engagement 
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TABLE 16:  Scale Reliability: Social Engagement 
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TABLE 17:  Scale Reliability: Affective Engagement 
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TABLE 18:  PWE to Employee Outcomes – T-statistics and P-values 
 
TABLE 19:  PWE to Engagement – T-statistics and P-values 
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TABLE 20:  Engagement to Employee Outcomes – T-statistics and P-values 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
A third year doctoral student from Rollins College, is conducting dissertation research on the impact that 
the physical office environment has on employee engagement, performance, well-being, and organizational 
commitment. The information collected from this research will be used to help organizations like yours 
better serve the needs of its most valuable asset - its employees. We would greatly appreciate your taking 
the next 10 minutes to complete a series of simple questions about your perceptions and attitudes regarding 
the work environment. Please answer every question to the best of your ability. There are no wrong 
answers. Please do not discuss your replies with your colleagues until you have completed the survey. 
Please note that your individual responses and participation in this research is voluntary, confidential, and 
anonymous. Thank you in advance for helping us with this important research. 
 
Q1 The air temperature at my work area is very comfortable: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q2 The air temperature at my work area is too cold: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q3 The air temperature at my work area is too warm: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q4 There is adequate air ventilation at my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q5 Noise distractions are not a problem at my work area 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q6 Background noise levels are comfortable 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q7 The furniture in my office / workstation is comfortable: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q8 The size of my office / workstation is adequate: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q9 I have enough work storage space in my office / workstation: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q10 I have adequate space for personal storage in my work area: 
(Select) 
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(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q11 There is enough space to have Informal meetings with my colleagues in the area where I work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q12 There is enough space for collaborative work with my colleagues near the area where I work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q13 There is adequate space in the facility for meeting with visitors: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q14 There is adequate space nearby for breaks and social interaction: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q15 I am comfortable with the level of visual privacy in my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q16 I am comfortable with the amount of conversation privacy in my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q17 I am comfortable with the amount of telephone privacy in my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q18 I am comfortable with the level of electric lighting in my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q19 The lighting level in my work area is too bright: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q20 The lighting level in my work area is too dark: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q21 There is adequate access to daylight / natural light in my work area: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q22 Overall, I would say that my workspace helps me in my work? 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q23 Overall, I would say that my workspace hinders me in my work? 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
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Q24 Generally, I would say that I am satisfied with the physical environment in which I work? 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q25 The following questions are related to levels of engagement at work. 
 
Q26 I focus hard on my work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q27 I concentrate on my work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q28 I pay a lot of attention to my work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q29 I share the same work values as my colleagues: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q30 I share the same work goals as my colleagues: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q31 I share the same work attitudes as my colleagues: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q32 I feel positive about my work: 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q33 I feel energetic about my work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q34 I feel enthusiastic about my work: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q35 The following questions are related to current perceived levels of performance 
 
Q36 Right now I would rate my job performance as very creative: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q37 Right now I would rate the quality of my work as very good: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q38 Right now I would rate the quantity of my work as very good: 
(Select) 
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(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q39 The following questions are related to overall well-being 
 
Q40 I would rate my overall state-of-being as very stressed: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q41 I would rate my perception of work / life balance as very balanced: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q42 The following questions are related to levels of organizational commitment 
 
Q43 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q44 I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it: 
I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q45 I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own: 
 (Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q46 I feel like 'part of the family' at my organization: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q47 I do feel emotionally attached to this organization: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
Q48 This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me: 
(Select) 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 
The following questions are asked for general knowledge development. Personal information will never be 
linked to individual responses and all data will be processed anonymously. 
 
Q49 Which department do you work in? 
 
Q50 What is your gender? 
(Male, Female, Prefer not to answer)  
 
Q51 What is your current marital status? 
(Single, Married / Partner, Widowed, Divorced, Prefer not to answer 
 
Q52 What is your age? 
(Less than 20, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, 80 or over, Prefer not to answer) 
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Q53 What is your highest level of education? 
(Did not complete high school, Completed high school, Associate Degree, Bachelor Degree, Masters D...) 
 
Q54 How long have you been working for this organization? 
(Less than 1 year, 1-5 years, 6-9 years, 10-19 years, 20-29 years, 30 or more years, Prefer not to...)  
 
Q55 What type of job do you have in this organization? 
(Part-time employee, Full-time employee)  
 
Q56 What type of office do you work in? 
(Private office with door, Semi-private office (without a door), High-panel open workstation (cubi...) 
 
Q57 Please provide any additional remarks or comments: 
 
 
 
